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The applicants argued that Walker discloses two different ink containers, one is loaded on the 
carriage, the other is off carriage, able to communicate with the communication unit. This is 
different from the claimed invention. Claims 1 and 1 1 recite to only one ink container that is able 
to communicate with the communication xmit either located on or off carriage. The examiner will 
consider and recheck the prior art. 



